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PER CURI AM

G nger L. Young pursued a claim for supplenental security
I ncome and disability i nsurance benefits under the Social Security
Act, alleging that she was disabled due to back pain and nental
health problens. An administrative |aw judge (ALJ) deni ed bene-
fits, reasoning that Young was not disabled because her nedical
probl ens di d not prevent her fromperform ng her past rel evant work
and that her subjective conplaints of pain were not credible.
After the Appeals Council denied review, Young filed the present
petition. The district court held that the decision of the ALJ was
| egal Iy correct, supported by substantial evidence, and shoul d be

affirmed. See Craig v. Chater, 76 F.3d 585, 589 (4th CGr. 1996)

("Under the Social Security Act, [federal courts] nust uphold the
factual findings of the Secretary if they are supported by subst an-
tial evidence and were reached t hrough application of the correct
| egal standard.").

Young now appeal s, asserting that the ALJ erred i n determ ni ng
that she could return to her past relevant work and in finding that
her subjective conpl aints of pain were not fully credi ble. Having
carefully considered the argunents of the parties and the record,
we conclude that the district court was correct and affirmon its

reasoni ng. Young v. Shalala, No. 94-481 (E.D.N.C. Aug. 16, 1995).
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